Our goal in the empirical evaluation section of this paper was to test whether our method, which is structured and transparent yet simple, achieves performance that is at least equivalent to the performance of existing benchmarks. We find that, in most cases, the crowd-squared method not only performs at the same level of existing benchmarks but actually obtains better results. In Table B1 below we report the results of significance tests regarding this comparison. Choi and Varian's (2012) model. This is due to recent changes in Google Trends categories that prohibit using the same categories and reconstructing the weekly level predictions and prediction errors of Choi and Varian's model. Nevertheless, we note that our results were significantly better than the Google Correlate model's results over the same data, which, in turn, outperforms Choi and Varian's reported results 1 The different studies that we replicated used different performance measures and required different methods for significance value calculations. We used bootstrap p-values for significance testing when replicating the study by Ginsberg et al. (2009) , which used correlation with CDC-reported ILI as a performance measure. We used the Diebold-Mariano test, which was used in Lazer et al. (2014) , to calculate significance values for the MAE performance measure reported in Lazer et al. and in Choi and Varian (2012) . 
Appendix C Participant Demographics

Appendix D Correlation as a Performance Measure
As detailed in the main body of the paper, we used an experimental design geared to provide a fair comparison with previous studies. This requires that when comparing the crowd-squared method to an alternative methodology used in a prior study, we use the same goal and performance measures adopted in that study. Specifically, Ginsberg et al. (2009) aimed to obtain the best correlation, whereas Lazer et al. (2014) and Choi and Varian (2012) sought to minimize MAE. Therefore, in different comparisons, our method was evaluated on the basis of different performance measures.
Nevertheless, for robustness we present in Tables D1 and D2 correlation results for models originally set to optimize MAE. As shown in these tables, our method obtains comparable or superior results, in terms of correlation, compared to the benchmark studies and models, even though the goal we set was to improve MAE. We note, however, that performance improvement using correlation values for the models set to improve MAE was (expectedly) smaller in scale. 
Appendix E Additional Analysis 2014-2015
In the main body of the paper, we provide a comparison of our data selection method performance with data selection methods used in previous studies while using the same time periods reported in these studies. For robustness, we evaluate whether the crowd-squared method could provide comparable or better results to the above benchmarks studies and models on recent data. For this purpose we evaluate our method performance over a full year of out-of-sample data (May 1, 2014-April 30, 2015) immediately following the month in which we ran the online word-association task (April 2014). The results are detailed in Tables E1 and E2 10 and show that in accordance with the previous findings, our method obtain comparable or better results to the benchmarks. Based on the analysis process reported in Ginsberg et al. (2009). b Based on the analysis process reported in Choi and Varian et al. (2012) .
Cost Estimation Assumptions
• Comprehensive scan includes two options: -Downloading data for 1 billion queries and then finding the most popular 50 million search queries, assuming there is no prior information about the most popular search terms. -Downloading data on the most popular 50 million queries, assuming that the search engine publishes information on the popularity of search terms. • Average download time for query trend data: 0.2 second. • Average file size for data for a single query trend: 20 KB. • 500 participants in the crowd-squared tasks. • Average payment to participant: $0.06. • Expert (data scientists) time to perform the complete analysis in any method: 2 days.
